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France and Germany, neither of them rejected the draft outright,
but the speeches of their respective representatives illustrated once
again the fundamental difference between their points of view. Mon-
sieur Massigli emphasized the relation between security and dis-
armament, declared that the reduction and abolition of armaments
must be governed by the situation which was likely to arise after the
expiry of the first convention, and insisted that there must be no
German re-armament. Herr Nadolny accepted the provisions in the
draft convention for the implementation of the Kellogg Pact, but
only on the understanding that they would make it possible for other
states to disarm. He pointed out that the draft appeared to recognize
the justice of Germany's claim to equality of rights, and he said that
the German Government would accept the principle of a transitional
period, but he indicated that they considered that certain modifica-
tions in the draft would be necessary in order to satisfy Germany's
dignity and her need for security. In concluding the debate, Sir John
Simon remarked that not one of the thirty-four speakers who had
preceded him had signified disapproval of the new procedure which
Mr. MacDonald had advocated—that of abandoningc compartmental'
methods and looking at the problem steadily and as a whole. He
pointed out that the principal object of the draft was to find a middle
course between conflicting extremes, and he emphasized once more
the point which had been made by Mr. MacDonald: that Germany
was being asked to make a contribution towards the re-establishment
of confidence. In regard to the security proposals, he explained that
the British delegation could not put forward any proposal which they
themselves would be unable to sign, but they would be happy if
other delegations could reach agreement among themselves, inde-
pendently of Great Britain. At thft' end of the debate, the General
Commission decided that the British draft should form the basis of
its future discussions—various delegations reserving the right to
propose modifications and additions—and that when the Commission
reassembled after Easter it should proceed to examine the draft
article by article. The Commission then adjourned for the Easter
holiday, which was to last until the 25th April.1
1 The Effectives Committee, which had been considering the question of
pre-military instruction in the middle of March (see p. 241 above), also decided
on the 29th March to adjourn until after Easter. The majority of the members
of the committee were in favour of continuing their work and proceeding at
once to examine the next item on their programme (the problem of armed
police); but Germany and Italy refused to take any part in the proceedings
while the General Commission was in recess, and the committee found itself
obliged to agree to adjournment, on the pretext that its discussions ought to

